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What’s in a Name?
New Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA)
 Designations Are Here!
by George W. Hammond, Ph.D.
The federal Office of Management and Budget
(OMB) recently released new MSA and Micropolitan Sta-
tistical Area designations. Nationally, there are now 362
MSAs (not including the eight located in Puerto Rico)
and 560 Micropolitan Statistical Areas (not including the
five located in Puerto Rico).
As Figure 1 (pg. 2) shows, West Virginia has ten
MSAs with a component county located in the state and
six Micropolitan Statistical Areas. We gained two new
MSAs: the Morgantown MSA, which includes Monon-
galia and Preston counties, and the Winchester MSA,
which includes Frederick County and Winchester City in
Virginia, as well as Hampshire County in West Virginia.
There are now two MSAs completely contained in
West Virginia: Morgantown and Charleston. Table 1 (pg. 3)
shows the MSAs and Micropolitan Statistical Areas in
the state (and their component counties/cities). Table 2
(pg. 3) details changes in MSA counties since 1990.
What will the new Morgantown MSA mean for
the Northcentral region?
The MSA designation may help to generate stronger
growth in the north central part of the state. Here’s the
prevailing wisdom:
All MSAs must include an Urbanized Area (more
on this below). Local governments that are part of Ur-
banized Areas can sometimes apply directly to federal
agencies for grants and other funding, in some cases
bypassing the state. This is the case for certain kinds of
transportation funding, as well as Housing and Urban
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Figure 1
West Virginia’s Statistical Areas
(2000 Census)
Development funds through the Community Development Block Grant program. Further,
once designated as an Urbanized Area, the local authorities are required to form a Met-
ropolitan Planning Organization (MPO), and are provided federal funds to assist in the
completion of their planning duties.
The extent to which there are additional federal funds available and the extent to
which these can independently stimulate a county is open to debate. The new, incre-
mental funds tied to the Urbanized Area designation are probably not all that large, com-
pared to the economic size of the county. However, infrastructure improvement is
always an issue in West Virginia and the region, and any additional funds and planning
will be useful.
Part of the rationale for the MSA designations is to make comparable eco-
nomic and demographic data available for sub-state economic areas. Thus, the
new MSA will come part of a group of MSAs for which consistent and comparable eco-
nomic data will be easily available. This will make it more convenient for you and I to
find data with which to analyze the local economy, but it will also make it easier for re-
searchers outside the state (or even the nation) to find information and thus to better
understand the local area.
Finally, the MSA designation may raise the visibility of our region, as we join
the list of MSAs in the U.S. Site selection specialists frequently describe their search
as a narrowing down process. They work by excluding regions/communities that are not
of interest to the firm. For instance, a firm may be looking to expand into the East Coast
of the U.S. Once that decision is made, the site selection process will gradually narrow
down the search to states on the East Coast, and then to communities within a set of
states. It is common for this set of communities to include all MSAs within a particular
area. Thus, with its name now on the list of MSAs, Morgantown may attract more atten-
tion from site selection specialists (and firms in general) than it has in the past. This in
turn may mean more firms locating in the area and more job and income growth.
Washington-Arlington-Alexandria MSA
Hagerstown-Martinsburg MSA
Winchester MSA
Cumberland MSAMorgantown MSA
Fairmont MicroSA
Weirton-Steubenville MSA
Wheeling MSA
Parkersburg-Marietta MSA
Huntington-
Ashland MSA
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One thing to keep in mind about these prospective impacts of the MSA designation
is that they depend to one degree or another on the efforts of community members to
pursue the opportunities created. The designation of an MSA has the potential to create
some additional opportunities to attract funding or attention to the region. It is up to the
community to make the most of these opportunities.
What’s a Metropolitan Statistical Area?
MSAs are generally collections of contiguous counties that are grouped together
because they reflect highly integrated geographic/economic units.1  Think of an MSA as
Table 1
West Virginia’s Metropolitan and Micropolitan Statistical Areas
2000 Definitions
Statistical Area Component Counties
Metropolitan
Charleston, WV WV: Boone, Clay, Kanawah, Lincoln, Putnam
Cumberland, MD-WV MD: Allegany MD and WV: Mineral
Hagerstown-Martinsburg, MD-WV MD: Washington; WV: Morgan and Berkeley
Huntington-Ashland, WV-KY-OH KY: Boyd and Greenup; OH: Lawrence; W: Cabell and Wayne
Morgantown, WV WV: Monongalia and Preston
Parkersburg-Marietta, WV-OH WV: Wood, Pleasants, Wirt and OH: Washington
Washington-Arlington-Alexandria, DC-VA-MD-WV DC; MD: Calvert, Charles, Prince George’s, Frederick,
Montgomery; VA: Arlington, Clarke, Fairfax, Fauquier, Loudoun,
Prince William, Spotsylvania, Stafford, Warren, Alexandria City,
Fairfax City, Falls Church City, Fredricksburg City, Manassas
City, Manassas Park City ; WV: Jefferson
Weirton-Steubenville, WV-OH WV: Brooke and Hancock; OH: Jefferson
Wheeling, WV-OH WV: Marshall and Ohio; OH: Belmont
Winchester, VA-WV VA: Frederick and Winchester City; WV: Hampshire
Micropolitan
Beckley WV: Raleigh
Bluefield WV: Mercer WV and VA: Tazewell
Clarksburg WV: Doddridge, Harrison, and Taylor
Fairmont WV: Marion
Oak Hill WV: Fayette
Point Pleasant OH: Gallia and WV: Mason
Table 2
Changes in West Virginia’s Metropolitan Statistical Areas
Metropolitan Statistical Area Change From 1990 Definition
Charleston, WV Added Boone, Clay, and Lincoln WV
Cumberland, MD-WV Same
Hagerstown-Martinsburg, MD-WV Added Morgan and Berkeley, WV
Huntington-Ashland, WV-KY-OH Dropped Carter, KY
Morgantown, WV New, includes Monongalia and Preston WV
Parkersburg-Marietta, WV-OH Added Pleasants and Wirt WV
Washington-Arlington-Alexandria, DC-VA-MD-WV Dropped Berkeley WV; Culpeper and King George VA
Weirton-Steubenville, WV-OH Same
Wheeling, WV-OH Same
Winchester, VA-WV New, includes Frederick and Winchester City VA;  Hampshire WV
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an integrated labor market, with a core county, containing a densely populated city, and
outlying counties that are linked to the core by the commuting of residents from their
homes in the outlying counties to jobs in the core county. Reality is more complicated
than this (naturally), but that picture gives the general idea.
MSAs are designated roughly every ten years by the federal Office of Management
and Budget (OMB), using data from the most recent Census. They do this to provide
nationally consistent definitions of highly integrated geographic/economic areas. These
definitions in turn allow the collection and publication of economic and demographic
data for sensible sub-state geographic units. OMB relentlessly emphasizes that MSA
designations are provided only for statistical purposes.
In particular, MSAs are composed of one or more counties, at least one of which
contains a densely populated urbanized area, usually a city. The key hurdle that a region
must clear to become an MSA is the designation of an Urbanized Area within its bor-
ders. To qualify as an Urbanized Area, a city (or group of cities) must have at least
50,000 residents with a minimum population density (1,000 residents per square mile).
Once a county has at least one Urbanized Area within its borders, it will be included
within an MSA.
The designation of a city (or group of cities) as an Urbanized Area qualifies the
county for designation as an MSA, but the process does not stop there. The OMB goes
on to examine commuting patterns that link the central county (the one with the Urban-
ized Area) to other counties nearby. If those commuting patterns are strong enough,
then these counties are included in the MSA as well. The published requirement is that
at least 25% of the outlying county’s employed residents commute to the central county
or at least 25% of the employment in the county is accounted for by workers who reside
in the central county. If either of these conditions is met, then the neighboring county is
included as part of the MSA. In this way, MSAs reflect a coherent labor market centered
on the county containing the Urbanized Area.
Micropolitan Statistical Areas are similar in spirit to MSAs, but are based on a
smaller urban population (at least 10,000 residents).2  This is just a sketch of the pro-
cess. For all the details on MSA designation and a complete list of the latest MSAs (and
Micropolitan Statistical Areas), see the OMB web site (http://www.whitehouse.gov/
omb/inforeg/statpolicy.html#ms).
1 OMB can and does designate single-county MSAs.
  2 The OMB has revised its procedure for designating MSAs. With the current release, it designates Core
Based Statistical Areas (CBSAs), which include two mutually exclusive groups. Micropolitan Statistical Areas
include an Urban Cluster with at least 10,000 residents. Metropolitan Statistical Areas include an Urbanized
Area with 50,000 or more residents. Outlying counties are included with central counties in the same way for
both Micropolitan and Metropolitan Statistical Areas.
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Taxing Alcohol in West Virginia
by Mehmet S. Tosun, Ph.D., BBER research assistant professor and director,
West Virginia Public Finance Program
and
Pavel A. Yakovlev, Graduate Research Assistant, BBER
Fiscal crisis facing states brought various excise tax1  rate increase proposals in
many states.  More recently, there has been a heightened interest in raising taxes on
alcohol products like beer, wine and liquor.  According to a recent “Alcohol Policies
Project” release by the Center for Science in the Public Interest, 29 states have recently
brought proposals to increase state and/or local taxes on alcohol.
Efficiency, Fairness and Revenue Generation of Alcohol Taxation
Efficiency
The public policy debates on alcohol taxation focus on the social costs produced by
alcohol consumption. While some argue that high excise tax rates on alcohol are justi-
fied due to the severity of the public health costs and other related external costs, others
argue that high taxes also discourage people that consume alcohol in moderation and
forcefully lead to inefficient consumption choices. A study by Pogue and Sgontz (1989)
shows that optimal alcohol tax rates would depend on the precise external costs created
by alcohol consumption.2   However, they assert that “significantly higher” tax rates may
be necessary once alcoholism is defined as a “disease” (Pogue and Sgontz 1989, pp.
242). Cook and Moore (1994) argue for the case for higher beer taxes as an effective
measure of curbing teenage alcohol abuse.
Fairness
Another aspect of alcohol taxation that is widely debated is its fairness. Alcohol
taxes, similar to some other excise taxes, are generally viewed as less fair than per-
sonal income tax or other broad-based consumption taxes. This is mainly due to the
regressivity of these taxes, which means that tax burden rises relative to income as in-
come level falls. The regressive nature of alcohol taxes is arguable, however. Pogue
(1999) suggests that the regressivity of the tax may be reduced because “one-half of the
poorest one-fifth of the households do not purchase alcoholic beverages.” (Pogue 1999,
pp. 6) Cook and Moore (1994) argue that heavy drinkers create an external cost to the
society and therefore should pay a higher tax for their disproportionately higher share of
medical, criminal, and other expenses. On the other hand, in a recent study, Young and
Bielinska-Kwapisz (2002) show that excise taxes on alcohol can be over-shifted to con-
sumers by raising the retail price by more than the full amount of the tax. This would put
a greater burden on the consumers of alcohol than previously suggested.
Revenue Generation
There are two main factors that affect the revenue generation of alcohol taxes. First,
most alcohol taxes are unit or excise taxes, which do not automatically change with
price changes. Thus, under increasing alcohol product prices, the real per unit value of
alcohol taxes falls over time. The second factor has to do with the responsiveness of
alcohol consumers to alcohol price changes induced by tax rate increases.  If there
1 An excise tax is a fixed levy per unit of a good.
2 Here, optimal tax rate is the rate that maximizes the general welfare of consumers when external costs
of alcohol consumption are present.
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were a high responsiveness, consumers would cut their alcohol consumption to a great
extent in response to price increases. This is the case of an elastic demand. While this
may be desirable from the point of view that alcohol abuse needs to be reduced through
taxation, it may lead to a less than desirable level of revenue generated from that taxa-
tion. A review of the literature on the estimates of demand elasticity measure points that
beer consumption is relatively insensitive to price changes compared to wine and liquor
consumption (Chaloupka, Grossman and Saffer 2002, pp. 23).3   In addition, we would
expect very low demand responsiveness to price changes by alcoholics and other heavy
drinkers.This would make the alcohol tax rate increase an attractive option from the point
of view of revenue generation alone.However, Chaloupka, Grossman and Saffer (2002)
also note that more recent estimates point to greater alcohol demand responsiveness to
price changes.
The above arguments and counter arguments suggest that there is a lack of consen-
sus on the effects of alcohol taxes.  While there is no doubt about the existence of the
social costs of alcohol abuse there are still many questions about the efficiency, fairness
and revenue generation of alcohol taxation.
Beer, Wine and Liquor Sales
Before we delve into alcohol taxation in West Virginia, it would be useful to know
about the alcohol market consisting of wine, liquor and beer products.  A good indicator
is the total dollar sales of alcohol. Beer sales data is only available in units (barrels)
sold.4   To convert the beer sales data to dollars, we used the consumer price index from
the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics for the average price data for malt beverages (all
types, all sizes, any origin) per 16 oz. for the Fiscal Year 2002. Table 1 shows the esti-
mated dollar sales of beer, wine and liquor. Estimated beer sales make the 78% of total
beer, wine and liquor sales in Fiscal Year 2002. Total estimated per capita sales were
$233 in Fiscal Year 2002.
3 Chaloupka, Grossman and Saffer (2002) cite Leung and Phelps (1993) and note that price elasticities
of demand for beer, wine and liquor are –0.3, -1.0, and –1.5, respectively.
4 This was derived from the beer barrel tax collections data provided by the West Virginia State Tax De-
partment.
Table 1
Beer, Wine and Liquor Sales in West Virginia
Fiscal Year 2002
Total Estimated Beer Sales in FY 2002 $326,154,507
Total Wine and Liquor Sales in FY 2002 93,965,266
Total Estimated Beer, Wine and Liquor Sales in FY 2002 $420,119,773
Total Estimated Per Capita Beer, Wine and Liquor Sales in FY 2002 $233
Source: Data on beer, wine and liquor sales in West Virginia is provided by the West Virginia
State Tax Department.
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Beer, Wine and Liquor Taxes
West Virginia imposes various state and local taxes on beer, wine and liquor sales.
There is a “beer barrel tax” levied at the state level at a rate of $5.50 on a barrel of
thirty-one gallons.  West Virginia taxes wine at two levels.  First, a “wine liter tax” is im-
posed on wine sold by suppliers to distributors5  at a rate of 26.406 cents per liter.
There is also a wine and liquor tax imposed at the municipal level at a rate of 5% of the
retail purchase price of wine and liquor sold within municipalities and counties including
sales to private clubs.  This is in addition to the 6% sales tax imposed on these sales.
Additionally, West Virginia Alcohol Beverage Control Administration (ABCA) administers
the licensing of manufacturing, distribution and sale of beer, wine and liquor products
within West Virginia and collects licensing fees.  Most of these tax and license fee col-
lections go into the general revenue fund of the state budget. However, collections from
the 5% municipal tax on wine and liquor sales are distributed back to municipalities and
counties.
While the market for alcohol products in West Virginia is quite large with total dollar
sales reaching more than $420 million, excise taxes collected from these sales are rela-
tively small. Table 2 shows the total and the composition of the beer, wine and liquor
taxes.6  Total beer, wine and liquor taxes are less than 3% of the total alcohol sales
shown in Table 1.  Attributed wine and liquor tax collections make up 39% of total alco-
hol taxes reported in Table 2. While beer sales are 78% of total alcohol sales, as men-
tioned above, beer barrel tax collections make up 61% of total taxes collected from
alcohol sales.  Table 2 also shows that total per capita tax collections ($6.7) are quite
There is an important difference between the two types of alcohol taxes.  Beer
barrel tax is a unit tax ($5.50 per barrel of beer) while wine and liquor tax is an ad
valorem tax (5% of gross sales). As seen below, this makes a significant difference
when we examine changes in per capita collections over time. Figure 1 shows the
changes for the total wine and liquor taxes between 1995 and 2001. There is an
overall increasing trend in per capita collections despite decreases in 1997 and
2000. When these figures are adjusted for price increases in the same period, the
increasing trend becomes less visible but we are still left with a fairly stable level of
tax collections.
Table 2
Beer, Wine and Liquor Taxes in West Virginia
Fiscal Year 2002
Total Attributed Wine and Liquor Taxes in FY 2002 $4,698,263
Total Beer Barrel Tax Collections in FY 2002 7,394,087
Total Beer, Wine and Liquor Taxes in FY 2002 $12,092,350
Source:  West Virginia State Tax Department.
small relative to total per capita alcohol sales ($233).
5 This excludes wine sold to Alcohol Beverage Control Administration.
6 Reported wine and liquor taxes consist only of the 5% municipal tax on wine and liquor.  Wine liter tax
collections for Fiscal Year 2002 were unavailable at the time of our analysis.  Wine and liquor taxes are found
by getting the 5% of total wine and liquor sales.
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Figure 1
Changes in Total Wine and Liquor Taxes
Attributed Per Capita Collections
Calendar Years 1995-2001*
Figure 2
Changes in Beer Barrel Tax
Per Capita Tax Collections
Fiscal Years 1997-2002
Source: West Virginia State Tax Department.
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A Cross-Sectional Comparison
State and local governments levy their own alcohol taxes that differ widely across
the nation. Figure 3 shows that Washington D.C. and Maryland charge the nation’s low-
est rate of $1.50 per gallon of distilled spirits, while Alaska charges the nation’s high-
est—$12.80 per gallon of distilled spirits.  There are 18 states in Figure 3 that do not
have bars indicating tax rates for spirits.  These are the “control” states that have mo-
nopoly over the wholesale distribution of distilled spirits.7   In control states, the state
sets the wholesale price to raise revenue from the net liquor profits.  West Virginia is
among the 18 states that have control over at least the wholesale distribution of distilled
spirits.  Among West Virginia’s neighbors, only Kentucky and Maryland tax spirits at the
state level without any wholesale monopoly.
7 Some states have control over the prices even at the retail level.
Source: Federation of Tax Administrators (http://www.taxadmin.org/fta/rate/liquor.html).
Figure 3
State Spirit Excise Tax Rates
As of January 1, 2003
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Figure 4
State Wine Excise Tax Rates
As of January 1, 2003
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Source: Federation of Tax Administrators (http://www.taxadmin.org/fta/rate/wine.html).
Figure 4 shows that West Virginia and all the surrounding states except Pennsylva-
nia tax wine at the state level.  Pennsylvania is one of those control states that have
wholesale monopoly on both distilled spirits and wine.  West Virginia has the second
highest tax rate ($1 per gallon)8 on wine among the surrounding states after Virginia’s
$1.51 per gallon rate.  West Virginia’s rate is significantly greater than the U.S. median
rate of $0.6 per gallon.  Alaska again has the highest rate ($2.5) while Louisiana has the
lowest ($0.11).
In beer taxes, West Virginia has the third highest rate per gallon of $0.177 after
Virginia’s $0.256 per gallon and Ohio’s $0.18 per gallon rates.  Figure 5 shows that
West Virginia’s rate is very close to the U.S. median rate ($0.19). However, its rate is
still significantly higher than the ones for Kentucky, Maryland and Pennsylvania. The
highest rates are seen in Alaska, Hawaii and South Carolina with rates $1.07, $0.92 and
$0.77, respectively.  Wyoming has the lowest rate of only $0.02 per gallon.
In sum, this cross-sectional comparison shows that West Virginia taxes alcohol in a
way similar to many U.S. states.  It is among the states that have wholesale monopoly
over distilled spirits. It taxes wine at a considerably higher rate than the U.S. median
rate.  It also taxes wine and beer at substantially higher rates than the two of its sur-
rounding states, Kentucky and Maryland. However, its beer tax rate is found to be close
to the U.S. median rate.
8 This is the same as the wine liter tax levied at 26.406 cents per liter which is
equivalent to $1 per gallon rate.
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Alcohol taxation is not the only means of discouraging alcohol abuse, however.  The
federal government and U.S. states have enacted additional barriers, including mini-
mum drinking age, time, and place restrictions on alcohol purchase and sale. For ex-
ample, in West Virginia, beer and wine can be purchased from 7 a.m. until 2 a.m. on
weekdays and Saturdays and from 1 p.m. until 2 a.m. on Sundays.  Pennsylvania, on
the other hand, restricts the sale of alcohol to specialized liquor stores that can sell al-
cohol on the weekdays except for holidays or election days.  Sunday retail sales follow
similar rule except that alcohol can only be sold between noon and 5 p.m.9
9 For more on information on these methods and other rules and restrictions, visit West Virginia Alcohol
Beverage Control Administration and Pennsylvania Liquor Control Board.
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Figure 5
State Beer Excise Tax Rates
As of January 1, 2003
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Annual Per Capita Personal Income in West Virginia
by County
Barbour  $10,834  $16,415  $17,157 51.5 4.5 45 43 41
Berkeley    15,707    23,383    24,411 48.9 4.4 7 10 10
Boone    13,863    20,737    21,253 49.6 2.5 20 17 19
Braxton    11,408    15,153    15,594 32.8 2.9 42 51 52
Brooke    14,853    21,990    22,757 48.1 3.5 13 12 13
Cabell    16,636    23,968    24,837 44.1 3.6 6 9 8
Calhoun    10,167    15,243    15,667 49.9 2.8 51 49 51
Clay      9,242    14,913    15,791 61.4 5.9 54 52 50
Doddridge    10,817    18,207    19,646 68.3 7.9 46 30 30
Fayette    11,860    18,018    18,998 51.9 5.4 39 35 33
Gilmer    11,629    17,694    18,865 52.2 6.6 41 38 35
Grant    14,592    19,422    20,686 33.1 6.5 14 26 25
Greenbrier    14,130    21,228    22,112 50.2 4.2 18 14 15
Hampshire    11,855    16,627    17,098 40.3 2.8 40 42 42
Hancock    17,328    24,319    25,335 40.3 4.2 3 6 7
Hardy    12,916    19,397    21,077 50.2 8.7 23 27 21
Harrison    15,347    25,063    26,254 63.3 4.8 9 4 4
Jackson    12,719    19,649    20,508 54.5 4.4 27 24 26
Jefferson    16,690    27,259    28,233 63.3 3.6 4 3 3
Kanawha    18,680    29,165    30,805 56.1 5.6 2 1 1
Lewis    12,371    18,146    19,274 46.7 6.2 33 32 3
Lincoln      9,785    14,853    15,234 51.8 2.6 53 53 53
Logan    12,653    18,179    19,645 43.7 8.1 29 31 31
McDowell    10,463    15,171    16,347 45.0 7.8 49 50 48
Marion    15,113    20,917    22,230 38.4 6.3 11 15 14
Marshall    14,013    19,712    20,789 40.7 5.5 19 23 24
Mason    12,767    18,114    18,905 41.9 4.4 25 33 34
Mercer    14,998    22,008    23,116 46.7 5.0 12 11 12
Mineral    13,062    19,459    20,303 49.0 4.3 22 25 27
Mingo    12,656    19,093    19,772 50.9 3.6 28 28 29
Monongalia    15,690    24,244    25,878 54.5 6.7 8 7 6
Monroe    12,273    14,587    15,036 18.9 3.1 36 54 54
Morgan    13,566    20,416    21,319 50.5 4.4 21 18 18
Nicholas    12,542    18,023    18,264 43.7 1.3 30 34 37
Ohio    18,941    27,915    28,242 47.4 1.2 1 2 2
Pendleton    12,424    19,928    20,915 60.4 5.0 32 22 23
Pleasants    14,452    20,862    21,890 44.4 4.9 15 16 16
Pocahontas    12,290    20,314    21,180 65.3 4.3 35 19 20
Preston    12,480    17,093    17,898 37.0 4.7 31 40 39
Putnam    15,344    24,750    26,187 61.3 5.8 10 5 5
Raleigh    14,211    21,483    23,220 51.2 8.1 17 13 11
Randolph    12,815    20,255    21,384 58.1 5.6 24 21 17
Ritchie    11,169    17,740    18,128 58.8 2.2 43 37 38
Roane    10,473    16,859    16,547 61.0 -1.9 48 41 47
Summers    10,063    16,141    17,021 60.4 5.5 52 44 43
Taylor    10,701    15,381    15,837 43.7 3.0 47 48 49
Tucker    12,727    18,396    20,299 44.5 10.3 26 29 28
Tyler    12,079    17,189    17,819 42.3 3.7 37 39 40
Upshur    12,310    17,805    18,652 44.6 4.8 34 36 36
Wayne    12,077    16,012    16,557 32.6 3.4 38 46 46
Webster      9,098    14,259    14,962 56.7 4.9 55 55 55
Wetzel    14,262    20,307    20,946 42.4 3.1 16 20 22
Wirt    10,251    16,028    16,658 56.4 3.9 50 45 45
Wood    16,644    24,136    24,691 45.0 2.3 5 8 9
Wyoming    11,025    15,539    16,673 40.9 7.3 44 47 44
West Virginia    14,579    21,821    22,862 49.7 4.8 - - -
United States    19,572    29,760    30,413 52.1 2.2 - - -
Sources: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis and U.S. Department of Labor,
Bureau of Labor Statistics. Tabulation by the Bureau of Business and Economic Research, West Virginia
University-visit www.bber.wvu.edu
County 1990 2000 2001 1990-2000 2000-2001 1990 2000 2001
Current Dollars Percent Change Rank in WV
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Notes:   West Virginia average weekly hours, average hourly earnings, and initial claims for unemployment insurance data are obtained from the West
Virginia Bureau of Employment Programs and seasonally adjusted using seasonal factors derived by the Bureau of Business and Economic Research.
West Virginia employment and the state unemployment rate are seasonally adjusted by the West Virginia Bureau of Employment Programs. Personal
income data are seasonally adjusted by the Bureau of Economic Analysis, U.S. Dept. of Commerce. Components may not sum to totals due to rounding.
All percent changes are measured from the previous period and expressed as annual rates. Value of total housing permits data are from the Bureau of
the Census, U.S. Dept. of Commerce.
* Not Seasonally Adjusted.
**Data source now based on the North American Industry Classification System (NAICS). Previously, this data was based on the Standard Industrial
Classification (SIC) Code.
*** Consists of the following sub-sectors: Information, Financial Activities, and Other Services.
n/a Not Available.
02 Q1 02 Q2 02 Q3 02 Q4 03 Q1 2000 2001 2002
United States
Real GDP (Bil. $1996 Chain-Wtd.) 9,363.2 9,392.4 9,485.6 9,518.2 9,556.0 9,191.4 9,214.5 9,439.9
% Change 5.0 1.3 4.0 1.4 1.6 3.8 0.3 2.4
Consumer Price Index (CPI-U) (1982-84=100)* 177.9 179.8 180.6 181.2 183.0 172.2 177.1 179.9
% Change 1.4 4.4 1.7 1.3 4.1 3.4 2.8 1.6
Total Nonfarm Payroll Employment (Mil.) 130.8 130.7 130.8 130.8 130.6 131.7 131.9 130.8
 % Change -1.1 -0.2 0.4 -0.1 -0.6 2.2 0.2 -0.9
Unemployment Rate (%) 5.6 5.8 5.8 5.9 5.8 4.0 4.8 5.8
Initial Claims for Unemployment Ins. (Thous.) 403 411 401 403 406 299 407 405
Industrial Production (1997=100) 109.3 110.5 111.4 110.4 110.5 115.3 111.2 110.4
% Change 1.4 4.4 3.4 -3.4 0.4 4.7 -3.5 -0.8
Capacity Utilization Rate 75.1 75.7 76.2 75.3 75.2 82.7 77.3 75.6
Housing Starts (Mil.) 1.725 1.667 1.697 1.748 1.753 1.573 1.603 1.709
Retail Sales (Bil.$) 3,209 3,249 3,307 3,307 3,353 3,056 3,171 3,268
% Change -6.0 5.1 7.3 0.0 5.7 6.6 3.8 3.1
Federal Funds Rate* 1.73 1.75 1.74 1.44 1.25 6.24 3.89 1.67
Ten-Year Treasury Note Rate* 5.08 5.10 4.26 4.01 3.92 6.03 5.02 4.61
West Virginia
Total Nonfarm Payroll Employment (Thous.)** 734.3 732.3 731.9 728.9 733.5 735.8 735.2 732.8
% Change -0.2 -1.1 -0.3 -1.6 2.6 1.3 -0.1 -0.3
Natural Resources and Mining 24.3 23.2 22.6 22.6 22.7 21.4 23.5 23.2
% Change -2.7 -16.0 -9.9 0.0 1.8 -4.0 9.8 -1.3
Construction 34.7 33.7 33.4 33.0 34.7 34.0 34.8 33.6
% Change -10.4 -10.7 -3.5 -4.7 22.7 0.6 2.4 -3.4
Manufacturing 69.8 69.1 68.5 67.6 66.4 75.9 72.2 68.8
% Change -3.2 -4.1 -3.2 -5.0 -6.9 -1.3 -4.9 -4.7
Trade, Transportation, and Utilities 138.4 137.5 136.1 136.0 136.6 117.4 113.6 111.4
% Change 0.1 -2.5 -4.1 -0.3 1.8 0.3 -3.2 -1.9
 Professional and Business Services 56.3 56.7 57.3 57.4 59.0 55.9 57.3 57.0
% Change -3.0 2.6 4.8 0.2 12.1 4.1 2.5 -0.5
Educational and Health Services 106.4 106.6 107.4 106.5 108.1 99.8 103.2 106.8
% Change 5.8 0.8 2.9 -3.1 6.0 1.8 3.4 3.5
Leisure and Hospitality 63.6 63.8 64.9 64.0 64.7 62.0 62.9 64.2
 % Change 4.3 1.3 6.6 -5.2 4.7 2.3 1.5 2.1
Government 142.0 141.9 141.6 142.2 142.0 143.1 141.0 142.7
% Change 0.6 -0.5 -0.7 1.8 -0.6 1.6 -1.5 1.2
Other*** 98.9 99.9 100.1 99.5 99.2 126.3 126.7 125.1
% Change -2.5 4.1 0.9 -2.2 -1.5 2.9 0.3 -1.3
Unemployment Rate (%) 5.7 6.2 6.2 6.2 5.7 5.5 4.9 6.1
Initial Claims for Unemployment Ins. (Thous.) 1.688 2.128 1.609 1.873 1.803 1.561 1.513 1.824
Av.  Wkly Hours Natural Resources and Mining** 45.4 45.1 45.8 46.3 46.6 n/a 45.0 45.7
Av.  Wkly Hours Manufacturing** 40.9 41.6 41.4 41.8 41.0 n/a 41.1 41.4
Av.  Hrly Earnings Nat’l Resrces and Mining ($)** 18.26 18.02 18.25 18.35 18.08 n/a 18.11 18.22
% Change -0.6 -5.1 5.0 2.3 -5.7 n/a n/a 0.6
Av.  Hourly Earnings Manufacturing ($)** 15.09 15.32 15.43 15.78 16.02 n/a 14.80 15.40
 % Change 1.9 6.1 2.9 9.4 6.2 n/a n/a 4.1
Real Personal Income (Mil. 1996$) 38,305 38,369 38,423 38,616 n/a 36,723 37,580 38,428
% Change 4.5 0.7 0.6 2.0 n/a 2.6 2.3 2.3
Wage and Salary 18,547 18,418 18,393 18,470 n/a 17,936 18,242 18,457
% Change 3.2 -2.8 -0.5 1.7 n/a 1.6 1.7 1.2
Other Labor 2,645 2,668 2,716 2,766 n/a 2,448 2,527 2,699
 % Change 10.7 3.5 7.5 7.5 n/a 2.9 3.3 6.8
Proprietors 2,537 2,526 2,545 2,565 n/a 2,444 2,482 2,543
% Change 5.1 -1.7 3.0 3.3 n/a 2.9 1.6 2.5
Dividends, Interest, and Rent 6,446 6,505 6,451 6,387 n/a 6,463 6,500 6,447
% Change -0.5 3.7 -3.2 -3.9 n/a 6.2 0.6 -0.8
Transfer Payments 9,148 9,237 9,296 9,413 n/a 8,382 8,772 9,274
% Change 11.2 3.9 2.6 5.1 n/a 1.9 4.7 5.7
Value of Total Housing Permits (Mil.$) 429 413 410 504 454 329 384 439
WV  Export-Weighted U.S. Dollar (1980=100)* 151.3 147.3 144.1 144.9 139.7 139.1 147.1 146.9
% Change 6.3 -10.1 -8.2 2.0 -13.6 4.4 5.8 -0.1
West Virginia and United States Economic Indicators
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